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INTRODUCTION

o .. | I
John Millett wrote that one of t%e major characteristics of

our ‘time is the #ktent to which planning.is.now being under-

taken external to individual colleges and universities.l- He

concludes that federal and state agencies make. studies, form
; I .
commigsions and inquire -about gdvernment policy affecting higher

.

eéducation and that these gctivities may snbsequéntly affect
. - . . 2 ’ ' ,
legisfative or administrative action.™ As examples of external

~

planning at the state level, Millett cites State Departments of

. N - ' A ~

‘.Education which have been Hesignated'as the agencies responsible -

for the preparation’ of master plans for gublic policy on higherx

education (California State Department of Edntation *1960;

.

Illinois Boara of Higher Education, 1964 Michigan State Bodrd

of Education, 1969; Ohio Board of Regents, 1966; University of

-

the State of New YQrk 1965.) Among the concerng that he helieves

J i °

are the most important shbjects of higher education planning in
. . . .» ’u 4 . .

recent years are quality of instruction, access to’ higher education,

the scope pf undergraduate and graduate programs of study, the .

N

. ~ . * * .
extent of continuing educdation activity and the edtent of .

research actiyity.3 The devalopmént of externaf“planniﬁg fer
coliéges and universitiés as a function of state‘gbve:nﬁent is® <«
o :’ . & - % ..

’ . -

continuing to evolve and is an area in which thé'roig;and 'y
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responsibilities of 'the state and of the institutions.are . » - - .
. T ) .
k) -N frequently matters of contention. Therefore, it would be usefuzl )
for understanding the present to briefly review the nature and . N "
- k - o
\ . . S
character of the development of statewide coordination and™
LY planning of higher education in the United States and in®the <« = | '
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. . . .
- '. * The Development Qf Statewide Coordination and Plannlng )
: of Higher Education in the United States . A
Several feasoms are suggested in °the litera;dre'td'accounf' i
ﬁlﬁ * for the ongoihg interest in the development of statewide . ' S
ud N e . N s
T : .. coordination ‘and planning of higher education by public agencies.
B . . . 700 . R : “ .
. Glenny states that there are egsentially two, the growth of state {,.
. .. . > - - - s, .
R government and the increasjing compIexity'of,higher educat:ion.4 e
‘ . . St
. . _Corson, in reference to the' eardy developnent of,Amerrcanxhigher .
) - . : .
. M . Al . '
. education, observes-that institutions were "subjectéd" to the ° i
% 12‘ . . \‘ . “
R ) influence of external groups (church, alumni, donors, agrigultural
. ” « t -~ B , :
-, and.business, groups, government and others) in matters.of pregtam
. - , A . g : © o
- and policies dur}ng their first century Qﬂd a half of existencé.§
> ) ‘ . 'In regard to the present situation of external pfeSsnre upon col-- Coe
. ;. leges and universities, Corson says the‘folidwing; ’ \
- N [y i . ’ : ' a
* The “reason 1is clear. The institution of Higher Education =
. v " has become more.céntral to the interests of more, : - '
: L : groups in the society than ever before. -As the “
.o - e volume of new knowledge "has increased, knowledge has X
\ e’ become essenbial to a larger and larger proportiop
e - . of the populatlon. And the university, being in
© R the business of discovering, accumulating; and .
s T ~ . transmitting knowledge, "has. been moved from the side- .
T lines where it educated a few to the center .of the . .
’ social-sceng where it educates maﬁy, and where, many .
. L ~~ other institutions' withinsthe society - the farm, ) .
. the elementary and secondary. schools, governdent and . : .
. , business’, and the professions - come for workers .
cL . traineéd in the, professions and paraprofessions, ) .
. ) .+ and for aid in applying knowledge to the problems S

. of society.‘m i

o B 13

n
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. .l e
. -, \ ‘o . - .
Moos and Rourke note tHat the concept of coordination and-

: s
“ . B .-

¥ - . - ,
unificat;on can be traced back to 1785 with'thg/establishmeﬁq

- of the State Board of Regents in New YorkléZ§'to 1785-with the
. .«—ﬁb -

chartering of the.University of Georgia.‘7 Their stuydy indicatesu '

that the movement of state éentralization of higher education .

» -

was 1nitiated in 1896 with the creatlon of-a singlg board of

-

control over the public colleges-and universities in South

-

Dakot:a.8 ’f .

Centralized control or suﬁervision of phblic-highef education -

byfstaté government has ihcreéased from twelve state§ in' 1932,
o ; 11 ’
agcording td Jamnicﬁ,g to every state currently having a board *
d : : . “ . - r
or commission and staff which 1is Qy\cpnsaitution; statue or © °_« %

' » .
,executive order responsiile in some degree for higher edutation

S e - 10 )
in the state.. ., - . .
. . y . ..._.._..__/' X . ¢ .
The Carnegie Commission on Higher Education,” in its report”

&

The Capitol and the Campu§, provided -some.,understanding as to

v

'%ﬁW,state government control and supervisicn of pufilic higher
.education has increased when‘it reported: -i‘ ‘bﬁ
Among govarnmental units; the states.have had the.
primary responsibility for the development of higher
education througﬂiut the history of the United
States, befdre independence, -this-responsibility .
was carried by the colonies beginning.with the jB

support glViE to Harvard in-1636 by the Massachusetts
Bay Colony. . ) 50




A

‘sponsorship—of higher eduqatioh when it stated:

' the Commission obsetved that state imvolvement and, supervision ’

The Commissicn\Repér( ackﬁcwledged the effectiveness of state:
. ’ * ' - e - R}

“That this respoﬁsibility~generaliy,has been well _ . . .
discharged is, demonsttated by the quantitative . ' . -
and qualitative‘growth that' has,é&#en this country - .
a position of world leadership in higher education. A ) !.
The state, in the-1960's in particular, gave . ' B
spectacular support to higher education in the ° ‘ e
face of a "tidal wave" of students. Their great- .o t

., est previous contributioh came about & century

4go when the’ land-grant universltles were belng '

born.. . .. L s

From another portion of the report:

o -

& v !

Theyx, (the states) have done well with it. Their

guardianship has led to substantial dlversity,

to adaptation to regional needs, and to’ compe- . e =
titive efforts at, improvement. 3

. .
- '

"Lastly, with respect ‘to the matter df ingtitutional autonomy ,

.

of wublic colleges and universities is a legitimate but sensitive

"

reégonsibilicy by concluding that: . . .

— Autoﬁé&y of ihscitutions of-higher education neither N -
can be nor-‘'should be complete. The public Has . ‘
clear {nterests in their conduct. However, too
often and ‘too iﬂcreasingly, autonomy is being in- | s
'ernged upon beyond the requirements of protecting ., '

..the essential ifiterests of the public. We suggest
the limits which.should be placed on external
governmental interference in the dinternal.life of .
the campus. “As private colleges'become increasingly °~ - . v
public assiste@f the establiShment of such limits. S
becomes of even greater importance. At the same L ) '

- time, we recognize that autonomy is to be earned.

by conduct, as well as claimeéd by right. The ) : .
campus earns its autonomy ag it preserves its.- - . - T

N - >



N ’ R ~ o

S, S \intellectual i dependence from ‘attack from within, ~ “
. . . -as well as from without; as. it provides_high-quality .

) e s T instruction, research, and services; as it prevents oL,

o «, . 'use of its resources for' electoral political purposes ) ‘.
.- ) and commercial activities un?elated to its educational o, <
-functions; as it maintains~vitality and flexibility, LT ' :
. _ fp\ and as it (respects "the democratic processes of.. spciety,. ' o
: o as much as it demands respect for its own academic_ :

>

, freedom . . .

Asidp from the histérical role of state responsibility "for
* ’
public higher education and the accompanying.rationale for -

a ‘. . - v * .
. |

»
5institutional superV1sion, the impetus for the growth of state °

’ . . ~ ! R
planning and coordingtion may be the result® of pressures mote’ .

5
.

related to pragmati features and logistical needs arising from
?

x

> .

social change than from the precédents and contexts of the, padt. ) . e
% ‘ -~ .‘ * ' - LI ¢
. For example, -the number of colleges and universities thave incredsed ,
. . i, 3 P ) , e .

more than one hundred perégnt since 1900% institutional income -

4

" has risen o more than three hundred times the amourit it was at

- ! i - .
- ‘ the beginning of the twentieth century; enrollment has more than .

~

v doubled in every decade of this century, state expendituyres in' -, )

support of public higher education - since l900 have risen from

’ *

’ decades of thi century.15 Thys the'magnitudegpf current govern-’

. ’ . . LY . ’
mental support to public higher education and the cdmplexity_of ; tol

>
. "

.




The’ states responded to public pressure for closer supervis1on

: ) of colleges and universities through the establishment of several

)

. o s

. forms of control and-mechanisms for exercising state authority.
© . f ' L

Coordinatlon of the separate elements Wthh comprlse public

v higher education within a_state réquines a mechanism or technique
A -
’ by which the participants can work "together toward some purpose

thdt cannot be' achieved by isdlated, individual actions." 16
. o . R e R - .
. his 1971 Pdok, Statewide Coordination of Higher Education, Robert’
— ~ " - ) B el
T . * 0. Berdahl set forth thf folldowing typology for classifying the-
p * ) Y

. . e
s T . 7

In’

. types of state coordinating agencies éurrently’in use: .\\J *
- ) I. States which have neither a: single coordinating K
v - agency created by statute ‘nor a voluntdry asso-
. Cr ciation performing a significant statewide
T coordinatiﬁg fundtion. s ST
» . Vv : L Ve
" 1J. States in which voluntary~statewide coordination
. * is performed by the' institutions themselves
' operating with some é@gree of formality.
) - ‘III. States which have a statewideggoordinat%pg board .,
’ created by statute bdt—not superseding institu- '
i “ tional or segmental governing.boards. This
* ’ category is divided into the following subtypes'
Y ._ ] l‘ A. A board composed in the majority of .
' ) institugional representatives and~n . .
.t a . having essentialls wdvisory powers. ~ ’ )
) B. "A board composed entirely or in the ‘ ©
- ) . ‘' majprity of public ‘members and - '
* . " having essentially, adyisory powers. . . -
~ N R ] »
< . C. A’board composed entirely ot in the'
« - e , . majority of public members and having’
. - regulatory powers in certain areas v
¢ . o ) - without, howevér, having gowerning., -
- N responsibility for the institu;ﬁons
. g urider ,its jurisdidtien.
- s . ”
‘ . M -] . }) ’
. : . .




R

IV. States which have a single governing board, '
whether functioning as the governing.body for
the only public sendor institution in the
state or as a consolidated governing board
for multiple institutions, with no local or .

. . segmentad bodies.17 \

Millard-states thatlthé:reasons for the differences among

~

such bodies are readily aﬁﬁérentflg Individual college and

.. university boards of trusteéi originate.yith the founding.of

these institutions, he notes, but -state level ‘boards for the ,

1

-planning and coordination of'higher education are, with the few

)
8

exceptions previously identified, are comparatively new'agencies.19

3

.

) *

The growth of eduLation'during the nineteenth and-up to the-

¢ -

beginning of the twentieth century with the advent of compulsory

=

_school laws was- primarily at the elementary and secondary levels.
¢ S < .

B State level interest in public education was reflected through

state departments of educdation which were charged with insoring

& -

- , that staniards for instruction and other- purposes were being&met .

.
I o A3 . 1

- - ' .

; by the, local*school districts. As Millard obseerd, atate response 7 .

¢ -
'

\ to higher education was different because up to'the middle aff
IR
the present century private institutions provided the majority
¢ ~of higher education instruction and services in the United States.20
. _ T

Early efforts in-public higher education were directed at the

" 3 .’%.

development of'normal schools or colleges to train and prepare 2
[ Y KR . < . . . .
.« e teachers for elementary and’ secondary schoo}ﬁ Berdahl also
‘ » . ,
. e - . . i ~
-~ P . ' ~
? 5 < AR )
’ = . . - v 2
0.' . ‘ -~ - * .) .
~
4 . _,8_,. \' - .

-m - -~

‘m\
.



- .
T : points out tbat the traditlonal college—age popula&ion up to oy

1900 was small as compared to the same age, group of today s, o - “
L4
o population and only four percent of the college—age population # .

A

‘ + " attended ‘college prior to 1900 21 Another factor which affecr‘ TN

% ' . - °. ' o : ~ : e
“u . - ted the nature of state government involvement in public higher N
- . . ‘ L. .. , r ) - '}
education 1s that postSecondary or higher education has never . : -
’ . P4

v
- op

P been compulsory as had elementary and to a llmited extent - .

. o 22
. secondary education. Questions and concerns which .arose-

oot . ;s . LR

during the l950's'regarding equality of educatlonal opportunity .
-0 and access,to public highex edlcation stimulated gtate and federal .
government involvement*to-address the educational -needs and . R R

- T interests of all citizens who desired education beyond high school. .

PR . & .
Most sources in the literature of higher education agree that -

first major state role in public higher educatipn was Lthe support
o and development in the 1830 s and 1840's of ' the normal school
v - +
. ‘ ' ‘movement for teacher preparatlon These¢institutions differed

-

' o substantially in terms of, curriculum, students bodies,.and . .

instructional objectives’ from the traditional classically oriented l .

’ o : colleges of.that time. One of the Significant outcomes of state
.devélopment of teacher training schoolsowas the expansion of
educatiohal opportunity for'higher learning to a broader spectrum' T,

- . .

’ ) of sqciety.' In respect to later state activ1ties to plan and

Q- i ’ . ) ‘
ERIC . 17 ° ' L

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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coordinate publit higher Qducation the development of the normal

schdols provided the foundation from which state colleges and

. a

’university systems "would e eiected, as these schools became

Y >

) 23,
teachers colleges, s 3

. )
state colleges anﬁ regﬁbnal universities.
The nexgysignificant governmental actiQn in public higher
education was taken by Congress in 1862 when it passed the Morrill

3

IxK(/Grant Act.. The Morrill Land Grant Act: (amendg@ in 1890 and

'

. and extended in 1935) provided or made public land available to

> - A

~thewstates for the establishment of tnlleges which taught the )

¢

mechanical and agricultural arts ‘as well as the Iiberal arts,

« v

Many of the present state universities and state university .
systems are the institutions which began. as state colleges of

agriculture. The Morrill Act, as did the normal school movement,

- 4

4 .
increased access to higher.education'fpr citizens as a direce’

. ~
£ . [} . \

result offederal aiyz state government initfatives.

-

) The enactment//ﬁ fhe "G. I Bill" by Congress following World

" War II resulted in enrollment expansion’ in public colleges and

>~
universities as well as in private and other institutigbs of post-

v . -

.The G.I. Bill contributed to the growth of
r

secondary eddcaaion.

) public instit&tions and to the social pressures exerted upofi state

government tokmake higher educatioh available to more citizens.

N °

. As Millard and otHers have pointed out, that after the second

world war! higher education becameﬁthe perceived vehicle for up-

. §
- 3
. ’ v =&,
~ .- . o
N .
» - -
~ [N * <
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.growth of public

"~ and West Virginia 1969).2

P

-

@ -
- .. . ~

. . ] . . ' .
ward mobility in American society.za, During the late ,1940's and * . )

. » -

_intd:the 1950's and 1960's méfé’c;ﬂ.zens'were attending imstitutisns . -

than ever befqr‘e ig, the hist:of'y of the Unite:d ) T

-

of Higher education

- ) .
>

_States. The ées{%e.for higher education for onéself and for ones
. L / .

.
, -
e A

children became énlimpbntagghgggial concern in the postwat *
peried and continued to intensify to the present day.
] N N B

During the 1950's, enrollments in.public colleges aind uhivers;ties

began to exceed enrollments in private institutions of higher : -

< 3 .
> . . -

. . . -
education. Prior to 1950, sixteen states had-taken actiop to
< i v . ) .
centralize:the governance of.'their public institutions ‘and several
- other states had -created boards or égenqies.to\coorﬁinate the

s . ¢

higher éducation. ‘Before. 1900, three states

WL A PR - - . -

had established cpnsolidatéd governing boardslfor the éontrol

and supervision of public inszitutiéns of highef education (Mdntéha
. ? .

- <

w N ' / . - .
1889, Nevada 1846 and South Dakota 1897) .and by 1970 the number

of states wighldbqﬁblidated gové;ning:béards Rad 1ncreésed—tp: _ : v
‘nineteen w&th fiver such boards being'createa gufing the 1960;3 .

(Maine l96§, NewAHampshire 1963, khodg Island l§69,“6tah %969 o = e T
“and 6 The majority bﬁ\fhe’states.whichéf

CT4
-
]

estdblished ééntréiized governing bodies for public.hlghgr ) e

.education were, according to Berdahl; states with'limited financial

- . ¢ °

resources and small num?ers of institutions, publ;b:and p;i&até, . B

ooy .
3 N . - o N
and whése intent was:! . ° .. . T,
. ¢ Kg R R o e s

.
- ‘\ : 7] te . e
.

cey
~




. N
. e
~ ) . . . . Lol
v e " to control such premature expansion. and prolifera— )
o tion by creating,eone‘single congolidated board for , .
) ‘ ! higher- education dnd, at the same time, abolishing .
g -~ any existing local govern{ng boards where necessary. .
. Some of these’ consolidated boards particularly in~° : . ~ °
L . Georgia (1931),, Iowa "(1909) and Oregon (1929) - ‘ )
. . . moved aggressively to ;reduce program duplication; . ) o
E A in Georgia, thre agency founded in the degression - -
ot g year” of 1931 eTﬂminated 10 institutions. -,
) “Interest in statewide cog:dination and planning of higher " ’ ]
) ) - L
§ s Y education whigh surfaced in the years immediately following
S L WDrld War II increased du;ing the 1950's and 1960's as evidenced :
by the establishment of several coordinating boards and‘the~ . ° .« ..
L N o L 4 * ~ — ¢ ) G‘“E;fﬁ' o
development of numerous voluntary coordinating structures ~_'I‘he . -
. ‘/\ ~ -
upsurge in enrollments continued ‘as veterans were repIaCed‘hy ) S
e students“from the so-called "baby—boom" and later,by citizens -
) not usually assozhated with the traditional college attending y ) E

¢ -

segment of the: population. Halstead noted that the mdést "preferred
agency" adopted by states to coordinate higher education during .

~ the post—World ‘War 11 period was the statewide coordinating board 28 v
U - L
‘ ~Under the diréctien of a coordinating board, statewide planning
. . . i . IS H.Q
and coordination Yas provided without discontinuing the operatioqs

. R
cee . of the electéd or appointed‘lnstitutional governing‘boards. " The"

.
L]

- ‘ popularity of this form of "superboard" state agency resulted

~
from its ability«to be easily estaBlished by statute and its

e felative acceptability to colleges and universities, because they,- ¥ :

-
€ 4

<

. were able to maintain local initiative  and autonomy which would : .
. ’ . '
| . I L2 - , - -
not be the situatiom under a state governing board. ? Prior to - .

. 2 -
o N
;) - . ) . . .
’ -
-12- L. .
» ; . - '
:

-
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- in,stitution.31

~ 5 ., 2 .- . R

-~ .
I T -~
N - - M . & B * *
. - E Dowf L

KR ‘ ¢ ' -‘,
1950 only two states had estaofished statewide coordinating PO

v a9 - s, -

boards (Kentucky in 1934 and Oklahoma in 1941) Howevef,itWentyr. .
five states createdrsuch agencies durang the two decadeskfolloving”' ' ,

~e \ . v

1950, , : LT -

. )
v B ¢ -
‘. . : ¢

oy
Seven states had voluntary coondinating bodies or associations

~

N -

aduring the l950‘s, but because of strudtUral problems and lack -, .

;" % s, At <

of'member cooperation xt’has declined 4in number to presently .

- ¢

only two states - Nebraska and"Delaware - which maintain this

PR Mgy ’ «

fonﬁﬁof aéencyr30 Millard concluded that! voluntary coordinating_ . <
(]

mechanisms wage developed and supported primarily by public v

A 7 . °

&
college and universityfpresidents whp‘recognized.the pressure

- v

i . ks z NS . \‘ .
Ed - ’ :
. -

for‘coordinati'n‘was increasing from the states and saught some

-
- .

form of arrangemdnt which would serve both tbe state ard the

. - ~ ?

The effegctiveness of volunfary_coordinating (R

. - . * *

assoctiations-was serjously eroded by their dépendency upon ’ .

. institutions to cooperate and, in .turn, abide by-positions‘and -

. . .
‘o - . o

p views supported a majority of the membership.: When'interests of

Lo s

» - S . - .
A R
was the preservation of the status-quo. . .,
P - . ' R TV . .. ..
- , . ’ N © ) N
n (K] ' ’ " l‘ PR 9 .u’ )
- o™ . . - -
N L aad . - . N .
-~ ] = —13—‘ * *m ) ) ’ ‘ - A’
- . s, s ~ N
. Y . . -
\ - . 0 . ] R
. . . 16 - :

individual members were in competition, the voluntary arrange—' -

ments of these bodies were not sufficient to resolve the conflict _,‘
. > -
. f 32 - .
nor impose  a solution, *Most authors«in the-literature concur-}¥ .
L ~ CREY

- .

o ¥, , AT - )
red that the major outcome of voluntary coordfnating associations. -
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¥+ The response of state governments to the pressures exerted 4
upon them dhring the 1950 s and 1960" s for. additional facilities,
. «
;)
progzams;and institutions to meet the demands of enrollment growth = ' .
’ ~ ‘Q FAERER

Now state officials must

s .

",'was favorable td‘higher‘education.

respond to the need for a balance between public concerns ’ 2]
o ‘ SR -
regarding accountability, existing and additional institutional
Y - Lo

- requests fd} support and other social'priorities for resource ot
- . . . ¢t 0 *
allocatign. A more frequent response to the problem by state§
.has been, as Millaxrd observes: ~ ® . 3 - .
s ) o
, in th& direction of increasing the role or power \ ) )

N of such boards,. (coordinating and consolidated . ) 2
govemning aggncaes) ard in some-cases substituting - ’
fdr a coordinating structure a consolidated £

. (‘governing board structure . : .

R
e

The hiterature dealing ggth statewide coordination and planning , . ’

' L.

a5

supports the existence of tht~trend toward the development of ’ ‘
N - . -~ /"

-

state systems of coordination and centralized governing of public .

o

- h1gher education. Fufher, of the states which have a&opted such

{

<)

s
<~

coordinating and governing boards none have reduced the responsibilities

L . v
A

or powers of these agencies but in three states the advisory role ' .
”~ ' ‘

.

~

of the coordinating board has been changed .to, the*regulatory

~

authority of "a governing board (Maine, Utah.and West Virginia) .
- - ) -

-

Because states‘do change and alter mechanisms for the coordination -

LY

[

and planning of. public higher eﬂucation, indicates thatrpolicy

4
- [N - o 1
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. legislators,

.

} : - .

makers within state government and the institutions reach dif- .
ferent conclusions regarding the nature-.and role of sfatewide. X
~ , ‘ AN H

¢ [ N , » N —‘ & . R
boards and that those-coficlusions regarding the nature and ‘role -

R ) T . .
3 . : ' s e \
of statewide boards are subject to modification over time.+ Millard

* ¥ £ °
posed the fdllow1ng four consideratlons which policy, makers must‘ : ‘

address on a fecu rent basis: | ° . . T
. . . PR ERE R
: f' 1. What is the. appropriate structure? ‘ T )
2, 1Is the exlsrlng tructure adequate to meet ;
. . the needs of. thé state perceived by !

oyernors, instjitutioms.
and the general public? VA - . ’
3. Can a‘single‘goVétning agency be more

: responsive in areas of accountability, ef- T a ’f/ o
ficiency, -and in decreas;ng duplication, . . -
competition, and in-fighting in the post-. ¢ . .

secondag®- or higher education community? - v

v

2Could a 31ngle board for all higher education r
be even mote effective?

. )‘r -
v | >
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- . THE DEVELOPMENT OF STATEWIDE COORDINATION AND - - \
PLANNING OF HIGHER EDUCATION IN MICHIGAN :

-

Moos and Rourke commented in th@ir book, The Campus and the State,

- I’

that "finding the propef position for public institutions of

-

higher education.within the over-all scheme of state government is ’ - .

°

. x*
-an old problem"."36 They.note that in the nineteenth century, .
© state govérnments and institutions were-invdlved‘in disputes

concerning the legitimacy of certain controls over the colleges = . - -
- o » .

and universities which the states had established As examphgs . .

*

ogbearly state and campus, disagreemeht, they cite nineteenfh

[ 4

T . C’entury litigation involving Michigan courts and dealiﬂg with

.o I .

issues which would appear to have merit for all those leicy Lt ' -

. makers currently engaged in the ‘decision making process of public . L
- - LT ) N . J
higher education in Michigan. They reportfearly litigation dealt

with issues such as how far a legislaturé may, legally attach o .

> -

conditions.to funds approPriated fpr suppdrt of a state university.37 €

- - ‘ ‘o
-7 i
. .

J Other cases of the time focused upon the appropriateness of at-= | .
tempts by state fiscal officers’'to manage institutional expenditures

hd i3 ‘li M N

from the appropriations authorized by the legislature. Concénsus

regarding the proper balance between'the controls of higher education
[ S . ’

by the state and the fears of institutional leadership for the

S * e

P

.loss of authority have been raised throughout the~history of the

'state.
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. < 1In retent years, as Moos and Rourke have réported in relatiaqn

«
.

» to other states, state government in Michigan has'been moving

LN

t

gradualiy toward centralized administration of public golleges and
. . PN . ) ’

N
N

universities as a Tesullt of the appropriations process, capital

L]

outlay needs, information requirements, academic program review

» and approval, and other state lewel operational ﬁrocedurgs. The

. e v

+

.

basis for the ‘gradual movement of stagé government” toward centralized

administrative control was described by John Dale Russell in a .

b

survey of higher education in Michigan which hs directed in 1958.

8

: for a committee of the legislaturg..38 In recommending '"that the:
¢ r ‘

Legislaturg take immediate steps to creat@ and establish a'boafa'

for the caordination of the sfgte—controlled nroéram of higher

« education in ﬁichigan"39, the Russell study presented several

- r

reasons whz, in 1958,

.
QD

to be coordinated'by a state agéncy._ Annng the genﬁral needs EEEEQ/,,/»-\

P . . . \ . ‘
in the stu%y‘wﬁich’were-offered in'support of the establishment of-

-

a coordinating body for Michi n were the following statements‘

‘- R

pressures f om the ‘individuval insti-
rom the ci f the .communities in

The sum of -t
tutions and

>

‘,

the necessit& existed for higher edycation **

= which they are located does not necessarily add up ' >

to the best possible program of service for the -
qntire state, within the limits of ‘the funds that
<\ 7 can be made available. Almost invariably some :
. institutions are more aggressive than others in o
urging their needs for support and development.
Some institutions may be overly modest ‘or even
negligent in presenting their cases.” Areas of .
the state in which no institution is presently’
located usually have no - spokesman to make effec-
tive pleas-for needed services. Thusﬁ the 'program

. - 3 v . .
. - =17-

¢
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1

< agriculture and others.

or even over—developed*in*some centers, wgble meag rly .
——gupported or even non—existent in -others. =~ _ - -

public - e,

A

higher educativyn as it thenefynctiondd ih Mich%gan.[‘l The study‘

I3 . - - Y

stated that the\public colleges and>upi§ersities were no longer
RN . .

smaii and simple in theiruorganization\nor few‘in number that

*would permit the Legislatume to do the necessary coor%*pation

- S -

through its actions on-appropriations ®equests., Additionally,

- ”’ '.'
other support needs. and responsibilities of state;governméivkhad
also evolved into large and complex agencies,ﬁorganizations and
1 . s A ‘.
. problems, such as highways, corrections, social servéﬁes,‘health; .
9 . : I 4 s .
Because’of the complexity of state“

government and intense demand for allocated support, ie had ’ .

I3
ot

become ‘according to the study, impossible for the Legislature to -

give "detailed attention and consideration .to the requests—sub— ’ g .
°mltted by the institutions for operating appropriations.. The, a .
pro:Eem is-emphasized further because’ f the short periods of ’ : '
o -
legislative session, changing membership of the House and Senate,
and the shifts of. committee assignment all of, which mitigate A L
against the membérship of the Legislature becoming' 'reasonably . :“ti -
familiar" with the aetailed.neeos and.request8~of each instit;tiog. )
: - -
~ ' “r - 5
- P - -l%- :‘ ¢ > . %
’ * ‘ 21 ) :t'“' -/‘/
. ‘ 740\ . ) ~ ;;
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.

grow1ng needs for support, as presented by the various operational

responsibilities, ,the institutions themselves were of concern

’ ~ e

g . . X ‘ v
Aside from tRQe increase in. state government %pmplexity and
. . ) ° . e o e T - .
. . . ,

to Rissell and his staff, and aiso”prpvided a basis.for supportin&# ;?

the contention that®a®coordinating body was needed in‘Miehigan.éz

’ . i .
. As had -state government, the study reported, the institutions of

+
¥ - s

public higher_edugation had arso.grown,in size ard, complexity. .

o, B - e

. e “ . <
Multiple-programs of instruction, research), and-bublicbserVice - -

« * - v " - . ¢

were being maintained-and adeqUéte éeqbods'fqr eﬁélua;ing, particu—
’ | > .

lafIy the research and public service functions fer support purposes,

.*‘“""“ .
were not yet available. & 4 .
H Simply put, the Russell s;udy-stated thata"the resources of
the state are usually not sufficiently, elastic to meet all tHe w
. R ‘ . 4

e ¢ @

43
‘units. '"7* 1In order for ‘the state to make the decisions for al- .

location'of support\sq;Shat the distribution will result in ' greatest

. T S
benefit" for the state in the maintenance 8f  its hlgher education

~ L.
programs, a high degree of professional knowleége and skill is .~ . .
required. At the time the study was iasued noted Russell it was .

"difficult" and "complicated" task fer make‘accurate prOJectionS

O

of the funds needed by each institufion to gperete on "comparable

levels of_eﬁfect‘iveness."44 .. " .

- ’ -




/" The fext most recent #vent affecting the development of °

statewide coordination andjplanning of higher education in Micﬁigan .
S

e ; . 'wds the framing and adoptign of the present State of Michigan

-

e

" Constitution in 1963. Article VIII (Eﬂucation) of the 1963

Michigan Constitutdon restricts and limits statewide coordination*

»
>

e ’ ’ i . . - . .
and planning of allocated resources for higher-education by e
L0 ._grantin% autonomy to public colleges and universities.45 The
. i . :

State Board of Education was charged by the Constitution té serve }

g . =
. A = .’

a% the _g.ene:21 planning and coordinating kody for all public

. education, imtluding higher education, and shall advIse the )
- - ' .

»

iegislatureﬁas-to the financial .requireménts in con&sction there-

o - witn;"46 The role of both the autonomous public colleges and

re
.

universities -and of the State Board of Education as the general

- . .
- R . . -]

planning and coordinating tody for all public education'waé -

. affirmed by the Supreme Court of the State of Michigan.47 However,

T the seemingly contradictory nature.of these two constitutionally

designated roles was not clarified by the Court's decision and. . \l '

hence, different intefpretations have emerged as to the implementation
$. ) v, e N P

. ) of these two roles with regard to specific issues in public higher ~

LS
- T . .
.“education in Michigan. " o,

In 1969, the State Plan for Higher Education in Michigan was:

- approved by the State Board of Education. In terms of the develop-
‘ . . A

. P

- ' . ment of statewide'coérdinafion and planning'of higher education in ~. .

~




- y . . X? ‘ .

Michigan, the s:gnifiqance'GF the State Plan, and qther such plansﬁﬁ

.

e
)

-

according to H4lstead, was that 1t paralleled more recent activities

in” ﬁhe develo-uéht of state coordinating systems and that the
. .

e

~ "document resulted from centralized planming efforts and-state

M . 4 ' -
* r

studies such/as the John Dale Russell study previpusly disCussed.4?
. i - *
L . ' ' o '
';Halsteadmak!sthe distinction between a survey (as in the John

¢

" 4 .ﬂ 2 : . “‘.
Dale Russel ’studx)’an&°a.statewide,or "master" plan with regard
Y - { -

~to their scépe and focus, He’states that the survey is-essentially

.

.directed at "inspection and fact gathering", while the State Plan

. s ' ,
includes those features, makes recommendations and presents a plan ,

P -~
13 . )

for action.['_9 Further, the survey is éenerally descriptive and
\3 - M

- - AS
. S . '

limited in scope as compared to the state or master plan which is
: < < . . :

1)

usually interpretative and‘giv%s direction for future policy'as-

well as being comprehensive in scopé.50 The State Plan for\Higher

* Education in Michigan conforms to all the distinctions that
.

Halstead and others have associated with master plans.Sl In a

concluding statement’ of Chapter "III of the State Plan, the State

-
b 4 "

Board of Education provides %ome indication as to how it inter-

z » v .
‘prets ard views its rdle as the coordinating and planning body

. ?

for Michigan higher education when it stated:

Michigan's “total system of -higher £ducation, as
deseribed in Chapter I,=i's large, complex, and

diverse.” The need for a rational program of |,
planning and coordination is clear. Such plan-
ning, of course, is based on the collection and v

analysis of adequate informatlon on the.existing

programs of all institutions, public and :

private, two ahd four year.” In addition, the 1 -

v E ‘ .

P
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Commission for Michigan, the State Board of Education‘established

’ perta}ning to the entire spectrum of, postsecondary edicagion! The'

coordinating agency must be involved in the decisjons

to provide additional educatjonal services. The ‘ .
.State Board of Education is the agency designated to L
perform this role. _ ) . - -

In fulfilling its import/nt iunCtion of planning ’
"and coordination, the State Board 6f Education' -
considers its role to be a supportiVe one which’ ’

¢ can contribute to strengthening the total commit—

'% ment to higher educhtion.”? - ° -

. . ..

. .In 1972, as -a result of the passage of the amendsents ‘that _ .

N . . RaNy )
year to the Federal Higher‘Education Acc of l966, Governor Milliken ~‘r:_

» o ' . °

designated the State Board of Education as the agency responsible

3

for gostsecondary educatdon planning in accordance with Section \\<\\

1202 of the Amendments. The 1972 Education Amendmends mandated

»

that states establish postsecondary educatdon commissions through -7

A -

designation of existing agenqies, expanding the scope of existing

agencies, or by creating new agen%ies. 3 As the designated "1202" . o ' ',jﬂ

- . - 'y
- ¢

" a State Council on,Postsecondar& Education, as provided for in . KT

-, . °

Seceion 1203 oﬁ the Amendments, to advise the State Board. on issueg ' Jif_

2 . . 3 —VI

! membership of the Council on Postsecondary'Education.includes ’ . é’f

1 . g

epresentatives of the general public, public and private in tttutions, e
ﬂ) !,

- . Fe
[y

proprietary schools, and statg government.

-

-Governor William G. Milliken established the‘Commission ‘og

. Higher‘Education in.December, 1972, and'charged the Commission - bt
. . . ¢ . ) W ‘
with the following three responsibilities: . . -
3 \‘ ’ F * . !
4 R - § . ) L ]
- - Il “r «
. ° .
A Y . .
~22- , ,
; e 4 ’ _ ) .
. 25 ’ - % ‘ » ! ‘ °
’ - . T -
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~
~

To assess and, when necessary, redefine the

~goal§\\purposes‘aqd the funcﬁ}ons of post-
secondary education in Michigan .as well, as
the 'inst ucg}onal delivgfyysystems required
to carry out such pyrposesy . ‘

. L4

2. .To detp;m{ne and make appropriate recommern-—

. dations concerning needed'proceduges’éﬁd ~

. '} ;structﬁres for the proper governance, plan-
\//) ning and coordination of postsecondary edu-

cat%on in Michigan; 3 ©

¥ -

v . .

"3, To determine and make needed recommendations
on the peané‘required'to provide most equit-
“ably for the financial needs of‘postsgcopdagx
education in Michigan in the yéars to’ come.™
¢ . ; o .

In 1974, the Governprfs'Commissiop on Bdgher Education issued its

.

'finLl report in which it récommended hat "fhexMichigén Congtitution.

-

be revised to’ provide for the creation by statute of a separate

®

State Board of Postsécoﬁdafy “Elducat:ion.‘-'55 In terms of the reéponsibilitie§

‘of the ped state boagd,_the dommis§iog proposed tﬁat if'be_charged

'S . . .

. with “the general plénning and coordination of abl\educatiom~beyond'
_ the' secondary level, with advisory and.recommendafbry,"rathér than °

mandatory, aut:h'orit:’y."5~6 The deennor; in his 1976 and-1977 Michigan

;o

State of the State Messages, prqposed legislatipnjas a result of the

' rd

commission report wﬁich would put on the ballét fof citizen approval
’. . ' - N *

~

a proposal for 4 Qonstitutiéﬁal Amendment creating ‘a separate State

-

Board of Higher Education.57 The Legisiature, to date, has not .

) .. »

enacted the Governo;'s'proposals.' -
i . .

.
[} f .

)

r
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_Another recent event:which has had an influence on the dévelop-
() “ Yo -
o
ment of statewide coordination and planning of higher education.
N '» - ' €
in Michigan was'the establishment of ﬁhe Michigan Efficiency Task

. -
———

Force in l976 by Governor Milliken. The Task Force waé‘formed as .
. . ,

a result”of-a recommendation made to the Governor's office by

’ he . L4

a committee of the legislature (Budget Efficiency and’ Savings to -

@

Taxpayers Committee, under the leadership.of Senators John C.

Hertel and Patrick H. McCoIlough). In making its recommendation

¢

to the Governor, the legislative committee reported that it felt., < ¢

~w

that a complete ' analysis of state" budgets and programs, with emphasis

e >

_on administrative efficiency by eliminating duplications and
terminating'marginal activities, cquld lead~to savings which, in

turn,‘coqld\minimize tax increases which would otherwige be
o, 98 | ’ "
necessary. , . b
. . ’ . ., . . ‘./ i . ) )

In its report'of findings and recommendations, the Task Force

AR

~

y RN .
after evaluating piblic¢ higher education in Michigagt,observed

-

“‘that the coileges and universities are autonomous with respect to

A

both academic~affairs and operational activities. The evaluation

v~ . .

stated further that "optimum utilization of state educational funds

reqques a long~range plan of’coordination."59 Subsequently, the
\ ‘ - , -
\ ‘. &
first“recommendation made by the task force in the section addressing
n, Lo - . '
public institutions and their operation recommends the establish-

. -
-~ . « . « ~
.

.

£
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_mendation df the Task Force was based on its view that optimum #

., - ’ t g‘

N S I e

¢ - * -

. The recom-

.

ment‘of a planning authority for higher educatisn.60

° P

I .
s

. : . . -
utilizafion of the state's financial'resources‘requires centralized

planning to identify long—range requirements and ‘program needs

while maintaining the high°quality ‘of the institutions. ‘The

i »
L] DY .

recommendatiqn'was accompanied by alternatives for’ implementation

.
v

‘which, as yet, have not been acted upon. s

The final point in relation to the development of statewide

“

coordination and planning of higher‘education in“Michigan is theqf‘

s -,
S

continuing effort of state govermment to develop and implement a

Q < 5 hd

formula funding mechanism for the determination of appropriated

support to colleges and universities;, For the past three years,

the Legislature, primarily through the Senate and-House Fiscal

< N 3
AgenEies; has committee staff and resources to the generation and

"

refinement'of a criterion based formula funding model: The import

-

bf the’ state funding project with respect to coordination and
. -

)

I3

>

s

planning of higher educatio%his that such a model, if implemented =

[N

o

for appropriations purposes, prioritizes institutions, service
& -

fungtions;, and programs which inadvertently achieves a- form of

v

staye—level administrative coordination and planning of operat¥ons

not directly pogsible under the‘provisions of the Constitution.

‘

'R
. i @ - .
‘ ) : e
‘ . R L
26"

4




.hierarchies necessary for ‘contemporary long—range and operational

" higher educationh may be iocated.for state coordination and plan~

. .. ‘. / T
‘ v ?‘« .
K v .
. : S - ’
- » ) . ‘1 - > o
i s LN . . * - .
S . ADVANTAGES AND BISADVANTAGES OF . S
U STATEWIDE COORDINATING BOARDS U
~ s 7 N et )

e : ',\ RN T ) . ’
In the literature\of\sgatewide coordination'and planning'of
sow \\'\ - -

S

sed.in'support‘of the establishment or continuance of cogrdinating
' P \\

boards. Typie¢al of the many general‘stacements is the following T

view put forth by a task force of the Education Commission of the
.' » < N S

States: - % : . ) ) -

' ’ ’ ) . !

- The @ost effective way to\aveid direct political inter-
ference in an institution is by developing," through plan-
ning and cooperation, the.rationalk and structure to
ensure “that it is meeting basic spcial and educational .
needs’. . . From this standpeint, matureandg effective- . R

, ‘planning and coordination'are‘the best defenses of" . -+ -
reasonable “institutional independence, rather than a
- threat to it. 61 ) <. .

., . o

y * hd N w

‘ Glenny and others have suggested that statewide coordinating boards

3

" are ‘more effective structures for 1ntegrating and/dealing with

. -

the large numbers of décis1ons, professional staffs and levels of
/

)

\\\‘//planning 62 The ' one,great paramount advantagc Qf the coordinating

&

‘ board over a statewide governing board, observes Glehny, is its .

ability~to perform,aszan "umbrella" under which the various:com—

missions, agencies, insgtitutions and advi'sory groups involving

® & N

.
t

ning purposes.63 ) “ .

[
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In regard to more-specific and poiitically ﬁragmatic<reasons :

- . 4 for supporting the statewide coordinating:rtructure, Millard ™ o v X
Ly ! - ' . - . Yo
. asserts that there are four afeas of recurring cbncern to policy#
' ! . ’ ) . J 64& o v
. makers in institutions.and in state government g According to - r

-
“

Millard, these four "tension' areas standout (1) control versus,

R autonomy, (2) centralizatiop versus decentralization, (3) fear'of

- - - . -
. . ~ - . )

auniformity of 'instruction and services, and (4):the lack of clarity

° . '

65
S between different levels of administrative respoﬁsibility. > In
~ ' e h( e & )

. the con\\ft of retrenchment Millard believes that the centrdl .

-
issue related o autonomy is whether decisions'to'consolidate, . ,

a o, -

’ -
curtail ov/discontinue programs should be made by a state coordinating ..
. \ Vs
board in.cooperation with co}leges and universities or shoul
@ . - » g6 .
‘ be directed by legislative or executive degree. ~Je conclpdes - ‘s

. / ~

that the cooperative decision~mak1ng structure presented hy the-___ .

< ~

\'3 i

coordinatihg board' is more in “concert with thewpreservation of .
. &

L) ® . N

* institutional independence and academic integrity than is the , ° *
. alternative of ‘legislative or executive decree.

After'noting the trend toward centraligation during the past
' sixteen years and. the dangers inherent in over—centralization, he

.

- -, Q-;

K - offers the “following list of "countervailing factors to over- )
o . v . . ) . -
- .centralization: - " c . .
¢ N 4 R . . . P
- ~ . . l ) ) | ‘f'
) 'y ¢ ‘ * . “ - ‘\\., R
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. . e <-The need in planning and coordination for the N
development of ‘more effective management information

- sl systems tends to reinforce centralization,' '

+-Neither planning nor ‘coordindtion can be e?fective
"fog long if the pr;‘ ess does not include -the integral\

i . . ‘?;,' involvement of‘thefinstitutions and agencies planned

! e . L

r

‘. - for; ~ \ . .

- . ’ . , ) - A

--Centralization in relation to overview is'also A

frequently .accompanied by the recognition of the ) : :

. . importance of decentralization, both,for segmengal '

e , , . development in the planning prdcess and for - T
. implementation; . , < . . :

* . --The third alternative would be to take planning ) . :
and coordination away from the levels of a-board ‘
of agency primarily responsible for and usually.
) representative of postsecondary education and lodge
" it .either directly in the legislative or executive ’
- branch of government ot in a planning agency for- . .
all state affairs, where education would be viewed o 5
as.&nly another competing priority;
——State Boards should be given powers commensurate . .
i with the functions they are.required to perform, v
Yo ) without “such powers, institutioms will engage in
circumventive activities 57 g ..

e - - - R

In regard to the concern that statewide coordinating boards

- * . -

- e

tend to encourage uniformity among programs and instructional services, > ¢
A -

- R . . N N

Millard statee'that the opposite of homogenization is more aptly
. . L4 .
- to be the outcome froin the actions of coordinating agencies. He ' .

argues &{t&the 'major thrust' of coordinating boards hag been in - -

- the area of assisting in the definition of institutional role and ©o- . .

<7 mission and helping to“preserve and foster "institutional uniqueness .
b . and interinstitutional‘complanentarity."68

0 H . ) i
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< v ¢ oy
" ’ ‘ - N . ’ - .
’<"~ Aiﬁordingﬁyé/;illardg lackfﬁf olarit%\involving levels of . .
"u ‘ decisionumaking between state boards'and colleges and/:n;vefsities . ‘

constitutes the most’difficult apd serious ar

ea of tension.
Fr o

~

3

~in terms of the various issué

. ' the operating

> i -

e

A

’

.. respect to the authors views which were

» is that® is represents a structure hich

accommodating the historical role of pub

-

» -

o
ability. The alternatives to such an ag

%}enny, Berdahl and others, would be a ¢

‘of several coordinating boards and institutions.

- of the decision’ making .process in whatever form it exists.7

encg, cited by Millard,

" tutional competition or direct 1egislative or exe

Uncextainty as to who has-thegiesponsibility for making decigions

and ptoblems has contributed to

M » .

problems and undermined the working relationship

A1l the parties

involved Millard believes, should clearly understand the structure

-

A
P . The significance of the. statewide coordinatihg board in

discussed in this section,
¥

can address the issues

presently confronting postdecon ary education while reasonably

~_
lic higher educatiqn and «

providing state government with sufficient assurance of account-

{

[ )
ontinuance of interihsti-

N

, 0 in response to political and public pressures, . b
k-
N - . - .
l‘ w . *
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CONCLUSIONS
. *

) 2
.

The need for statewide coordination and planning of autonomous

~
I

representatives of the state, public colleges and universities,

experts and specialist$ in field of higher education, the*business
1 ) R . 7 ‘ .

community, and the general pubiic. Additionally, the need for
statewide cbordination and planning of higher education ‘was af-

firmed by the 1963 Constitution of the State of Michigan which
g

designated the State Board of Educatioh as the body respons ble

»
.

for such planning and coordination. The State Supreme Court

»

(in the Salmon Decision) .upheld the constitutionally -«

prescribed autonomous status of public institutions of higher

.
s .

\
education and the mandated charge to the .State Board_of Education

that it shall serxve as the general planning and coordinating

-

a

. Lol
body for higher education. -

The present nature of statewide  coordination¥and planning of

¢

higher education in Michigan has evolved from the istorical

» B

role certain institutions, legal interpretatioh, legislative

Y
. ’

s 3 s

b - - - e

AN

©~
3 l-j A *

’ -

-




I
Pt . -

.
>

initiatives and interests, concerns of educatiotal leaders and
to some extent action -taken by the‘executive branch of state -

goxernment. The conduct of coordination and planning continues

. to be a dynamic proeess changing in Eelation to the” economic
.Q.
condition of state, .the perceived merits of educational isgﬁes,

-

public prigrities for state support and the strengbh‘and'influence 5

of the institutions, their representatives and state government

’

officiafs.' That this dynamic process assisted the state through

RN L

. its public colleges and universities in addressing -the higher

- v >

education needs of most of the state's citizens enco?raged’by

2 -

. . the social and educational changes of the past three decades "~

- .is evident. It is doubtful, given-the favorable dispostion
> " .

<

.

thard‘ﬁigher education of the~Legislatnre and the public during
- ' the period following World War II through'tﬁe mfd—1960;s,
. that the expansion of ‘higher education in“Michigan dpring.thi;
pefiod would have proceened aifferenqu if it had been directed
by a coordinacing‘bqard or a conaolidated governing'boardh. The .

o

~ néed and demand for higher education was gredt during the years

dfter the Second Wonld War and the State acknowledged its

:9//[

esponsibility and responded to meet the identified fieeds of °
its citizens. " - ¢ -

. . .
- . A~ !

- RPN . However, it is alsp, doubtful that the preservation of high

quality and in some instances developing programs and institutional

% soundness\can be achieved most effectively by continuing the ad -

L




hoc and reactive planning process as the state enters a, pro-~

’ tracted period of stabilit&_gnd possible decline of enrol-
' ) 4
lments and support needs for public higher edncation. The
" 2 b ‘

.

challenge facipg the colléges’and universities and the state i's

-
-

not just’ the preservation of individual programs and institutions
L

through the remainder  of this century, but it is also the
> 4 v -,

. _ G
{igsponsibility to, mee’ the postsecondary education needs of

s ) rd
Michigan's citizens in the next century with a high qualiey

and comprehensive educational system. “In“order tonrespond to.
the.problems of public higher egucation for the next two decadgs

and to insure the integrity and soundness of the existing

°

\comprehensive postsecondary education programs continues to

-»
- .
-

be available for citizens in the future a more deliberate and

- - A
.

forward looking approach .to statewide coordination and planniag

-
K .
b4

is needed. . . o . )
N ; : . /‘ - .

! The mechanism which would appear to be the most appropriate‘

* for Michigan in assuming_a'moreAdeliberate and q@sponsible ap—

proach to coordination and planning needs !s that of a statewiden\
A . . ! L

coordimating board. Its effectiveness, as the literature reviewed

N

\

noted and as the problems of stability'or decline portend,

- depend upon a role and authority which is more\tnan advisory but

b
<
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